Brazil is a continental-sized megadiverse country with high rates of habitat loss and 17 degradation. Part of the Brazilian biodiversity -including endemic species -is recognized as 18 threatened. By following the IUCN standards, we review the classification of all the 1172 19 endangered species in Brazil, analyzing differences among categories and groups. Based on a 20 subsample of all 464 terrestrial vertebrates we identified 1036 records of threats affecting them. 21 Criterion B was the most used (56% overall; 70% for CR species; 75% for EN), mainly related to 22 reductions in their habitat area, extent and/or quality due to deforestation. Data on population 23 declines (criterion A), number of reproductive individuals (criterion C), and population sizes 24 (criterion D) are available for only a small fraction of the Brazilian fauna. Criterion E (probability 25 of extinction in the wild) was used for only one species. Birds and mammals had the highest 26 diversity of used criteria, while marine fish the lowest (90% related to declining populations).
Introduction
and 299 invertebrates (MMA, 2014) . In total, 448 species were classified as Vulnerable (VU), 116 406 as Endangered (EN), 318 as Critically Endangered (CR) and 1 as Extinct in the Wild (EW) 117 ( Supplementary Table 1 ).
118
For a detailed analysis of threats, a sub-sample containing all 464 species of threatened 119 vertebrates (all terrestrial tetrapods in the assessment) were considered: 233 birds, 110 mammals, 120 80 reptiles and 41 amphibians, distributed in 37 orders and 114 families ( Supplementary Fig. 1 ).
121
For birds, the Alagoas curassow Pauxi mitu was not considered since it is classified as EW. In 122 this sub sample, 82 species were CR, 176 EN, and 206 VU ( Supplementary Fig. 2 ). For each of 123 them, information about threats they experience were taken from official sources of the Ministry 124 of the Environment, such as the available species´ National Action Plans and/or from the 125 information provided during their assessment and evaluation process. Any references to threats 126 found were compiled and tabulated in spreadsheets for each of the species, according to their 127 biological group and threat category ( Supplementary Table 2 ). 128 For 29 of those 464 species it was not possible to identify any related threat due to several 129 factors: past or current reduction of the population by unknown causes; species without records (70% and 75% of the classifications, respectively), but the distribution of categories was more 156 uniform for VU: 35% for criterion A, 27% for B, 26% for D, and 10% for C 157 Dozens of sub criteria combinations were used but overall the top-3, accounting for 66%, 158 were B2 (area of occupancy severely fragmented or low number of locations -29%), B1 (small 159 extent of occurrence -27%) and A2 (population reduction observed, estimated, inferred, or 160 suspected in the past -10%)( Fig. 1; Table 1 ). The high proportion of the use of criterion B2 was 161 inflated by freshwater fish (47% of the 319 criteria for the group) and terrestrial invertebrates 162 (41% of the 270 criteria for the group). For different categories of threat, the top-3 were B2 for 163 CR species (44% out of 374 species), D2 for EN species (35% out of 445 species), and D2 for 164 VU species (24% out of 484 species) ( Fig. 1 ; Table 1 ).
165
Birds and mammals were the two taxonomic groups with the highest diversity of criteria 166 used, but C2 and A4 were the most used, respectively (Fig. 2) . For the other groups, criteria 167 usage was more restricted: only four for amphibians and terrestrial invertebrates; and seven for 168 the other groups. Terrestrial invertebrates and marine fish were the groups with the lowest 169 diversity in usage, with 90% of the criteria being either B1 or B2 for the first, and 83% A1-A4 for 170 the second.
172
Drivers, sub drivers and taxonomic biases 173 We identified 1036 records of threats for the 464 vertebrate species analyzed (Supplementary 174 Agriculture and Aquaculture affected most of the CR species (39 spp.), EN (120 spp.) and VU 184 (150 spp.) ( Fig. 4 ).
185
The five most frequent sub-drivers were Cropping (for 295 species), Hunting (87 spp.), 
194
Mammal species were most affected for 6 out of the 10 drivers analyzed, ranging from 30% 195 up to 89% of the species depending on the driver, and bird species were the most affected for two For the driver Agricultural activity, 206 species were affected by the sub-driver Cropping 201 alone (139 birds, 28 mammals, 27 reptiles, and 12 amphibians); five species were affected by the 202 sub-driver Livestock Farming alone (3 birds, 1 reptile and 1 amphibian); and 68 species were 203 simultaneously affected by Cropping and Livestock Farming (33 mammals, 11 birds, 17 reptiles, 204 and 7 amphibians).
205
For the driver System Modification, 41 species were affected by the sub-driver Dams alone 206 (15 birds, 15 reptiles, 6 mammals, and 5 amphibians), 30 species were affected by the sub-driver 207 Agricultural fire alone (12 birds; 8 mammals, 8 reptiles, and 2 amphibians); and 9 species by the 208 sub-driver Non-agricultural fire alone (5 birds, 3 mammals, and 1 amphibian). For the driver 209 Overexploitation, 75 species were affected by the sub-driver Hunting alone (38 mammals, 32 210 birds, and 5 reptiles) and 29 species by sub-driver Logging and Wood Harvesting (13 reptiles, 12 211 birds, 3 amphibians, and 1 mammal).
212
Mammals were the most affected group for 8 out of the 10 most-frequent sub-drivers, 213 varying from 37% up to 82% of the species depending on the sub-driver. The sub-drivers 214 Aquaculture, Recreational, Excess Energy, Climate Change and Severe Weather n/i, and 215 Droughts were recorded for mammals only ( Supplementary Table 2 ). Birds were the most 216 affected group for the sub-drivers Cropping (155/295 spp. -53%), and Dams (17/50 spp. -34%).
217
Fifteen out of the 37 species (40%) affected by Mining were reptiles, and 12 out of 76 species 218 (16%) affected by Housing were amphibians. to the majority of them, to reliable quantitative data for some species of mammals and birds -230 making the use of these criteria to be frequently group-specific.
231
The causes of deforestation in tropical regions can be direct -i.e., related to land use, and 
249
In the case of Brazil, habitat loss is largely driven by deforestation and several studies have 
262
The opening of roads is a form of infrastructure that has a negative effect on wildlife (e.g.
263
Laurance & Arrea, 2017). Nevertheless, in the next three decades, the total length of additional other drivers seem to be clearly underestimated in Brazil. This is the case for climate change. was rarely reported as a threat.
315
Eleven percent of the species we analyzed were impacted by threats associated with water 316 management. Among these, for 9 out of 10 species the implementation of hydroelectric dams was 317 the main threat. In Brazil, large hydro dams are mainly located and planned for the Amazon, Amazon region, and considering that Brazil hosts both most of the impacted area and most of the 334 projected hydro dams, the threat those structures poses to the regional fauna seem underestimated 335 and their impact must be correctly assessed.
336
Synergies between threats -Biodiversity loss may be intensified in response to additive, 337 synergistic or antagonistic effects (Pereira et al., 2010; Maxwell et al., 2016) . The synergy 338 between threats can worsen the situation of species already threatened (e.g. BirdLife International 339 2018) and this may occur because the combined effect of two threats may be greater than the 340 additive effect of these threats separately (Allek et al., 2018) . Identifying these synergies is 341 important both to quantify the risk of extinction and to prioritize threat mitigation (Ducatez & 342 Sjine, 2017; Allek et al., 2018) . Recognizing synergies and trade-offs in a resource-constrained 343 scenario, with a focus on different targets, can minimize efforts and optimize spending on 344 conservation (Di Marco et al., 2015) . 345 However, few studies address the role of multiple threatening drivers (Ducatez & Sjine, 346 2017; Mazor et al., 2018) . In our analysis, the groups with the most threatened species (birds and 347 mammals) were also the groups with the most co-occurrence of threats. The most frequent sub-348 driver (Cropping) was recorded for species of all categories of threat in all the animal groups here 349 analyzed. Cropping was recorded in association with two of the other three sub-drivers of there was no such high loss or degradation of habitats in the country, many of the Brazilian 371 species would actually be classified as "Data Deficient" due to the total lack of basic data on their 372 population declines (criterion A), on the number of sexually reproductive individuals (criterion 373 C), and on estimates of population sizes (criterion D). Currently, 1,670 of 12 556 species 374 evaluated in Brazil are "Data Deficient" (ICMBio, 2018) . The higher use of criterion B exposes, 375 in fact, a worrisome combination of severe and fast habitat loss and the lack of the most basic 376 population information for most of the endangered species in Brazil, a situation that must be 377 reversed.
378
Part of this problem can be reduced with regional assessment initiatives. In fact, IUCN 379 does support and encourages regional Red Lists (IUCN 2012) and in a country with continental 380 dimensions such as Brazil the production of more refined state lists may fill some of the 381 knowledge gaps necessary to better classify some species. In the case of smaller states and for 382 those with more data and established technical expertise, regional assessments could be a better 383 alternative. These regional Red Lists can better identify threatened populations or those more 
